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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not Identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the inventton was made. 

Claims 1 , 2, 5, 6, 9-12, 18, 19, 20, 22-25 and 34 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious 
over Shen (2,793,609) (Figs. 1-3), who discloses a heating crucible for a deposition 
apparatus comprising a main body having a space for receiving a coating material to be 
vaporized and a nozzle for discharging vapor onto a substrate intended to be coated, 
and an inner member such as a baffle board which has one or more openings formed 
around its edge in the same manner as illustrated in applicants' Fig. 4, for example. 
The claim 1 limitation of "which receives an organic compound" is a recitation of 
intended use of the claimed apparatus and the present apparatus claims are not limited 
to use with any one particular type of coating material. The apparatus of Shen has an 
inherent capability of being used with an organic compound of the type recited in 
applicants' recitation of intended use. Regarding the newly added limitations to claims 1 

Claims 3. 5, 7, 8, 13, 16, 17 20, 32 and 33 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Shen (2,793,609) taken in view of Spahn (6,237,529). Shen 
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doesn't discuss details of how his baffle board can be supported in the apparatus. 
Spahn (Figs. 1,2,7 and 8, for example), however, teaches that a fixing portion that 
extends upward can successfully support a baffle. It would have been prima facie 
obvious to provide the baffle plate of Shen with a fixing portion that extends upward 
because Spahn teaches that a vapor coating process can be successfully performed by 
supporting a baffle in that manner. Regarding claims 7, 8, 16 and 17, Spahn (see figs. 
5 and 8 and col. 6, line 53 to col. 8, line 48) teaches that the sizes and relative locations 
of the nozzle, baffle plate and crucible are important results-effective variables, and for 
that reason it would have been obvious to engage in routine experimentation to choose 
effective values for these apparatus dimensions in the apparatus of Shen. Regarding 
claims 32 and 33, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to use the heating 
crucible of Shen to deposit a layer of an organic electroluminescent (OEL) material on a 
substrate to be coated because Spahn (col. 1, line 59 to col. 2, line 5 and col. 4, lines 
51-64) teaches that it is desirable to form OEL layers by using an elongated crucible 
having a baffle for preventing undesirable lumps of OEL material from being formed on 
the substrate. 

Claims 4, 5, 14 and 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shen (2,793,609) taken in view of Witzman (6,202,591). Shen 
doesn't discuss details of how his baffle board can be supported in the apparatus. 
Witzman (Fig. 2B), however, teaches that a fixing portion that extends downward can 
successfully support a baffle. It would have been prima facie obvious to provide the 
baffle plate of Shen with a fixing portion that extends downward because Witzman 
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teaches that a vapor coating process can be successfully performed by supporting a 
baffle in that manner. 

Claims 5, 6. 15. 20 and 26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 163(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shen (2,793,609) taken in view of Adams (3,466,424) (Figs. 3-6) or 
German DT 2612424 (Fig. 2). Adams and DT 2612424 each teaches the use of a baffle 
comprising an inner member having openings spaced at regular intervals along the 
edge (as recited in claims 6 and 15), and a width or length (i.e. cross-section) that is 
substantially the same as the material-holding space of the crucible (as recited in claim 
26). It would have been prima facie obvious to provide the cnjcible of Shen with a baffle 
configured in the manner taught by Adams or DT 2612424, because these references 
teach that their baffles will desirably prevent lumps of material from escaping from the 
crucible, and will allow a vapor coating process to be performed successfully. 

Claim 21 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shen (2.793.609) taken in view of Tiedje (5,944,903) (see Fig. 6) or Tanabe 
(2001/0008121) (Fig. 1), It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to provide 
the vaporizing crucible of Shen with a temperature-sensing unit because each of Tiedje 
and Tanabe teaches that a vapor deposition process can desirably be more accurately 
controlled by measuring the crucible temperature. 

Claims 1-3. 5-13. 15-20, 22-25 and 32-34 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as anticipated by or. in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Spahn 
(6,237,529). Spahn (Figs. 1-9) discloses a heating crucible for an OEL deposition 
apparatus comprising a crucible having a main body having a space for receiving OEL 
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material to be vaporized, a nozzle orifice for directing vaporized OEL .nnaterial onto a 
substrate to be coated, and as inner baffle member installed within the main body 
having one or more openings formed around the edge of the inner baffle member. Also, 
each of Taguchi (see Figs. 1a and lb, col. 2, lines 48-53 and col. 3, lines 35-41, for 
example) and Nakagiri (Figs. 1-3 and abstract) are cited of interest to show that an 
evaporation crucible orifice of the type disclosed by Spahn is recognized and known in 
the prior art as a nozzle. Therefore, Taguchi and Nakagiri provide evidence that one 
skilled in the art would consider the orifice of Spahn's apparatus to inherently or at least 
obviously be a nozzle. 

Claims 4 and 14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Spahn (6,237,529) in view of Witzman (6,202,591 ). Spahn doesn't disclose the 
use of a fixing member that extends downward from his baffle. Witzman (Fig. 2B), 
however, teaches that a fixing portion that extends downward can successfully support 
a baffle. It would have been prima facie obvious to provide the baffle plate of Spahn 
with a fixing portion that extends downward because Witzman teaches that a vapor 
coating process can be successfully performed by supporting a baffle in that manner. 

Claim 21 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Spahn (6,237,529) taken in view of Van Slyke (2003/0101937) (paragraph 53) or 
Tanabe (2001/0008121) (Fig. 1). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
provide the vaporizing crucible of Spahn with a temperature-sensing unit because each 
of Van Slyke and Tanabe teaches that an OEL vapor deposition process can desirably 
be more accurately controlled by measuring the crucible temperature. 
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Claims 5, 6, 15, 20 and 26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Spahn (6,237,529) taken In view of Adams (3,466,424) (Figs. 3-6) or 
German DT 2612424 (Fig. 2). Adams and DT 2612424 each teaches the use of a baffle 
comprising an inner member having openings spaced at regular intervials along the 
edge (as recited in claims 6 and 15), and a width or length (I.e. cross-section) that is 
substantially the same as the material-holding space of the crucible (as recited in claim 
26). It would have been prima facie obvious to provide the crucible of Spahn with a 
baffle configured in the nnanner taught by Adams or DT 2612424, because these 
references teach that their baffles will desirably prevent lumps of nnaterial from escaping 
from the crucible, and will allow a vapor coating process to be performed successfully. 

Claims 1-7, 9-16, 18-20, 22-26 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Witzman 
(6,202,591). Witzman's apparatus (see Fig. 2B) includes an opening sun^ounding (i.e. 
around) an intemal baffle plate, wherein a transmission direction of the vapor through 
the opening is perpendicular to an upper wall of the main body. 

Claims 8 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Witzman (6,202,591). The particular dimensions of claims 8 and 17 would have been 
prima facie obvious in view of Witzman. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Witzman 
(6,202,591) in view of Tiedje (5,944,903) (see Fig. 6) or Tanabe (2001/0008121) (Fig. 
1 ). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to provide the vaporizing 
crucible of Witzman with a temperature-sensing unit because each of Tiedje and 
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Tanabe teaches that a vapor deposition process can deslrably.be more accurately 
controlled by measuring the crucible temperature. 

Claims 32 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Witzman (6,202,591) in view of Spahn (6,237,529). Regarding claims 32 and 33, it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to use the heating crucible described 
by Witzman (Fig. 2B) to deposit a layer of an organic electroluminescent (OEL) material 
on a substrate to be coated because Spahn (col. 1 , line 59 to col. 2, line 5 and col. 4, 
lines 51-64) teaches that it is desirable to form OEL layers by using an elongated 
crucible having a baffle for preventing undesirable lumps of OEL material from being 
formed on the substrate. 

Applicants have argued that "neither Shen nor Spahn disclose each of the 
following features: (1) an upper wall of the main body in which the nozzle is defined, and 
(2) that the upper wall is perpendicular to a transmission direction of the organic 
compound when the organic compound is transmitted through the opening." 

Regarding part (1 ) of the above argument, it is noted that the nozzle of both Shen 
and Spahn is defined in an upper wail of a main body, in the same manner as is shown 
in applicants' own Figs. 2 and 3, in applicants' Figs. 2 and 3, the nozzle is defined in a 
lid or cover of the crucible, and therefore it is clear that applicants intend the lid or cover 
to be part of the "main body" recited in the claims. The nozzles of both Shen and Spahn 
are therefore considered to be defined in an upper wall of the main body. 

Regarding part (2) of the above argument, it is noted that the high temperature 
vapor in the container of Shen or Spahn flows in a plurality of directions at the same 
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time. In tlie newly added claim limitation of "a transmission direction of the organic 
compound when the organic compound is transmitted through the opening", it is noted 
that the phrase the phrase "when the organic compound is transmitted through the 
opening" defines a time period. Fig. 3 of Shen identifies three different transmission 
directions, labeled 8, 9 and 10, that the vapor flows in all at the same time, said time 
being "when the organic compound is transmitted through the opening". The same is 

V 

true of Spahn. Also, Fig. 3 of Shen includes a flat horizontal flange 14 (see also col. 2, 
line 25 of Shen) that is an upper wall of the main body as defined in applicants' claims. 
The flat horizontal upper wall 14 of Shen is perpendicular to the flow 8 or 10 of Shen, 
wherein the flows 8 and 10 occur 'Swhen the organic compound is transmitted through 
the opening" as recited in applicants' claims. The same applies to Spahn. 

It is noted also that the in the claimed "one or more openings formed around an 
edge of the area that faces the nozzle" the claimed opening can be interpreted to mean 
the opening of the nozzle of Shen or Spahn, because the preposition "around" is 
defined by the dictionary to mean "near" (see part d of the attached dictionary definition: 
"d: NEAR <lives ^ Chicago>"). It is noted that the opening of the nozzle in Shen and 
Spahn is 'formed near an edge of the area that faces the nozzle' as claimed and the 
vapor transmission direction through the nozzle opening is perpendicular to an upper 
wall of the main body as claimed. 

Also, if for argument's sake, the above arguments are not a correct interpretation 
of the added claim language, it is also noted that Witzman's apparatus includes an 
opening surrounding (i.e. around) the internal baffle plate, wherein a transmission 
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direction of the vapor through the opening is perpendicular to an upper wall of the main 
body. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action Is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Richard Bueker whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1431 . The examiner can normally be reached on 9 AM - 5:30 PM, Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Parvis Hassanzadeh can be reached on (571) 272-1435. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infornration for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 




Richard Bueker 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1763 



